














ing  system  could  result  in  subjective 
judgements  about  grant  applications 
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More Money and Less Time!
Many  scientists  and  NIH  adminis-
trators  are  convinced  that  the  NIH 
grant review process, which was not 
designed for the current large number 
of  applications  and  the  concomitant 
low success rates, needs some urgent 
adjustments to save money and time 
for  both  applicants  and  reviewers. 
My  recent  Correspondence  in  Cell 







The  shortcomings  of  NIH  grant 
review (the current system or possible 
alternatives)  become  less  problem-





beginning  to  appear.  Whereas  top- 
and low-score applications are easily 
identified using a variety of methods, 
there  is  a  strong  level  of  subjectivity 
and luck for those applications falling 
between  the  10th  and  20th  percen-
tile. The current number of worthwhile 
applications is higher than the number 










requirement  for  high-caliber  science. 
Large  differences  in  paylines  arising 
during the course of only a few years 
generate  serious  problems  for  R01 
applicants,  a  scenario  that  we  have 
witnessed over  the  last  few years.  In 
fact, the support of mediocre science 
during  periods  of  high  NIH  funding 
directly  influences  the  payline  during 
subsequent  periods  of  lower  budg-
ets—even when budget cuts are rela-
tively  minor—because  each  grant  is 
supported with a commitment of 4 to 
5  years.  In  addition  to  affecting  indi-
vidual  labs,  large  payline  oscillations 









ous  advantages  and  disadvantages.  Elsevier Inc.In the end, multiple approaches may 





tion  to  save  money  and  time.  Com-
pared to other grant applications, NIH 
applications,  at  25  pages,  are  prob-
ably the longest. Grant applications to 
the  US  National  Science  Foundation, 
The Wellcome Trust,  and  the Howard 
Hughes Medical Institute comprise 15, 
6,  and  5  pages,  respectively.  Appli-
cations  to  government  agencies  in 
the UK, Australia, Canada,  and  Israel 





















I  also  made  other  suggestions 
that  have  found  support  from  sev-
eral dozen colleagues and even NIH 




ess  cheaper  and  easier  and  to  alle-
viate the workload of applicants and 
reviewers.  The  scientific  community 
has too many  important and serious 
things  to  do.  If  a  mind  is  a  terrible To  continue  this  discussion  online  an
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